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would continue pravidlng the Secretary 0.f Agriculture with discretionary 

authclrity for coping with the various srtuations and c%rcums?.aaces 

encountered in changing agricuZtura1 markets. The issues to be addressed 

in lY77 range. from target prices for wheat and feedgraiils to extending tl-te 

Food for Peace program to the reserve fnod stock questioti. j 
I 

. . L 

Ah0 the Congress remairis concerned with a number of funda;nental 
,r 

food-rcI..ated policy questions, such as: 

--Should the Government intervene in the nation’s food e;~ort 
marke t 1, and 

--What should bc the most important goals of a national food 
policy? 

The GeneraI. 19ccount~n~ Office has assi.sted the Congress in seeking 

answers to these policy questions and in assessing the polic;. dlRi:LiQSW 

that the Un-itcd States Iaight take. 

I would like to describe GPLI’~ efforts over the past 5 YEB’I’S t> 

assist the Congress in respondl-cng to the world’s fcod needs. Kecog;liring 

in 1972 the gravity of the international food situationr C.&I escab’lshed 

a long-range and comprehensive Kork plan to address many of the food 

issues. Essentially, the food-oriented studies and reviews of G&‘s 

international Division can ‘be grouped into two broad categories: 

(1) U.S. commercial export sales and related policy !.ssues, end (2); 

concessional export sales and food grant program exports. 

An important factor affecting the availability of U,S. focd fcr 

world consumption-- and espec.ial3.y for developing countries--is the 

emphasis the C.S. Government has pieced on erg-sorting agricultural 
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commodhties co those countri2s which arc in J position 'to gay, 72% 3ii.s 

regard, I would like to list so3.p of NO'.-. reports tu the Congress 

pertaining to u. s. o-xnmx&? . export sales and brirf?y sumari~e some 

of kht more icnportrint observations and conclusions contained in those 

reports, as follows: 

3 *. July 9, 1973: "Russ?an Wheat Sales axd Tieaknesses in' 
Agriculture'; IYanagerr.ent of I?he:at Eqort Subsidy 
Progr3mc, It (9-276943) 

2, Eebruarg 12, X97&: "Exporters Profits on Sales of 
U.S. Wheat to Russia." (B-176943) 

3, March 22, 1974: "Impact of Soybean Exports 02 iJomestic 
Supplies and RrFcest" (&L78753) 

4, April 29, 1974: "U.S.. Actions Beeded to Cope With 
Corimodity Shortages+" (B-lL6624) 

6. Mare11 3, 1476: “AgricuLture’s ?ripl.err.entation of GAO's 
T-&eat Eqort Suhsidy RecormmdaCions and ?..eS.ated 
Matters." (D-76-39) 

In all of these reports and in appearances before cougressiona? 

committees, we expressed concern over the Gsvement's management oE 

agricul,tural exports, And we were especially concerned over the domestic 

consequences of large grain purchases by nonmarket economies, stch as the 

Soviet Union's now-historic purchases in 1972, This cor:ct.m led us to 

recommend iu our July 1973 Russian hceeat report that the Secretary of 

Agriculture: 

--Establist a reporting system in. cooperation -&th private 
exporters so that the Gov~rnfnent 13oul.d be infolnxd of 
impending large sales to norxzrk.et ecor,omies. Such a 
system, we believed, would enable tire Government to ccn- 
sider the effects of these sales on the LT.:, eccnoay. 

--Develop a. cohesive export polic:: giving considerstton to 
domestic needs, commercial customrs, and cozcesc.-ionzry 
cmorts e 
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Because cf the dramatic c.hanges i? i-be world food supply-demand 

situation, reyul.tLng in Fart from the I.972 Soviet sales, we also asked 

Congress in the 1973 l:heat report to ccnsider requiring executive branch 

agencies to tievelop definite ground rules so that expected bentifits from 

exports couLd be appropriately weighed-against their impact on various 

segments of the domestic economy, 

You wXI.1 retail that around the period 1972-73, when so much of 

the world experienced poor crops because of adverse weather, something 

extraordinary happened to U.S, agriculture. Our familiar iPfarm problem' 

disappeared and in its place emerged the "food crisis." And this caused 

8 major policy shift: U.S. agricultural policy emphasis shifted from 

surplus food ciisposat (with farm sector income augmented through govern- 

merit payments, prfce supports, and untiI.ied acreage) to er..cura$ng 

all-cut production to meet an incredibly expanding eqort demand. This 

was the heginning of the Department of Agriculture's hands off, fuhl- 

production, market-oriented agricultural polfcy which continues In 

effect today.. 

In our soybean and commodity shortages reviews, w found and reported 

to the Congress, in 1974, the need for accurate, timely, and reliable 

agricultural export reparting as well as more rational. and responsive 

agricvLtura1 comodity decisionmaking, Our concern over these issues 

emanated from the Jo,rzestic and international disruptions of the 1972 

wheat sales, the 1973 soy&an embargo, and the 'b97k Large-scale sales 

of W'LII and wheat to the Soviet Union. In each case, we found that 

crisis-oriented and ad hoc decisionmaklng had pr.evailed, virtuaI.Ly 

without regard to an appropriate nxtiona!. policy. 



development prograrrs for U‘S, agricultural products. En this regard, 

I 

at least three major factor::: (1.) interest generated iR their act!.vitics 

resulting frm the unexpected volume af Soviet b-heat purchases in 1972; - 

(2) the growing concern over the adequacy of information OP world food 

supplies and gemands; and (3) the Secretary of &r’icuIture’s emphasis 

on attaches as “safessmerkP !Je found and reported to the Congress a 

number of fmprovements that Agriculture coLrld and should make in orrie7: 

to increase the effectiveness of its foreign sgricuitural a.:‘tlches. 

In response to congressional recommendation, we made a PoLlc~w-up 

review of our 1973 RRUS sian wt-,eat report recom;nendactocs to deterrrnine the 

extent of the Departient of Agriculturegs comp%iance. +'%.S FEirt Of OU?Z 

l3ZV~.f?.W, we evaluated the Department’s export reporting system, Its . 

domestic on% international forecasting capability, its suppLy mnage?;lent 

?oLicy, and circumstances sylrrcund5ng OctoSer 1994 and July 1975 sa-ES 

of U,S, grain to the Scviet Union. bk aLso surveyed 325 agricultural 

exporters concerning the effectiveness and impact of the Departsnent’s 

export reporting system and related agricultural short-supply management 

systems. Our report has not been finalized, but we expect to advise the 

Congress that: Agriculture’s eicport repDrYing systtims needs to provide 

mire accurate and ti1~7.y data on projected foreign food &nAnd; policy 

needs more cohesion and the flenibility to neet both domestic and inter- 

national objectives snd changing food supply/demand conditions; al:d 

policy implementation cftcn has been ill-timed ant ger,eral.!.y suffereli 

from an absence of systematic decisZormaking. 

The foregoir,g report should prove “co be especially’ uscfuj. to the 

Congress in its deliberations of the Agricultural Act af i977. We expect 

to recommend that the CoIlgress consider impro-ring aild strengthening the 
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effective ear?.y TJaraing SYS~MI and also COl”SX&K establis’P1iq? a food 

‘export poLicy that protects the interests of both p1rz~3ucers rind ~msu;:ers. 
. 

FOOD AID: CCNCESSIO:QRY SALES 
z2%YYi%KZ~PGIITS --- ---- 

- 
Pn September LS7r; we issued an especially 2mportant report ;raving 

long-rang6 implications. ft was enti.tJed HIn~reasing ‘&rLd Food Supplies-- 

Crisis and ChaLLenge,” and in it we discussed the principal issues aflrccting 

the uorld food situation and the responses needed to deai wfth these prob’aems. 

The report was centered on the chaLien&e of feeding an increasing world 

population. 

PubLished just 2 months before the World Pood Conference, its purpose 

was to bi.ghl.fghf: the significance gf the m-t%d food si.tuation 3nd to ascist 

U.S. officials preparing for and attending the conference, Our principal 

observations included: 

3. World food supplies are unequahly distributed, and many 

developing countries citn neither grow enough icod for thei;: 

pe0pl.e ncir pay for needed food imports, 

2. Certain muLtiLateraL assistance programs may not be pLacin,7, 

appropriate emphasis on agriculture progiams. 

3. The world food problem is an int.ernationaL responsibility; 

thus 9 the FrobLems Gf fntreasing focd production in develcping 

countries shouLd 3e addressed on an internationaL basis, 

4. The United States faces the chaLJ.enge of generating inter- 

nationai cooperation to meet immedicte focd needs. 

5. The United States needs to assist in expanding ap,tic~LturaL 

producti.on in developing countries and ia motivating them to 

improve their capabilities for pro&din 1 g fnod adequate for 

th,tir popuLation growths. 
-o- 
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Recognizing e need to promote stability Jn thk U.S. oversea food 

donatbon program-- the Public f,aw 4861 program-- WC studied the canstrasnt~ 

and problems affectin& this program. Our work focused mainly on thp need 
. 

for 8 new approach to susixsin OvCitEaS Eood donations in a period of. ^- 

expam3ing commercial error? denar&s, poor gra-n harvests, and exhaustion 

of sufpSus ag73.ct.lttutal. co;r=odities.- As many of you kxxtr, ;he prsqran 

was dependent on residual suppLies remaining after satisfying domestic 

requirements o including adequate carryover stocks, and anticipated 

ez,cpcsts for dollars, 

Expanding exporL demand, we found, had Limited the quantities of 

food avaiiabhe for the P.L. 485 program and thereby caused termination, 

cutbacks, snd suspensions in over,;eas feeding programs. Mar-eovr - $ 

ucccrtainty over the availability of grain supplies had delayed decisions 

on corxnodity and funding feve!.s, which in turn caused difficulties in 

planxzing and carTying c;ut the program. 

Out seport to the Congress in April 1975 noted an adzministration- 

supported proposal ‘;o antend Public La-; 480 t.1 enable the Secretary of 

AgricuLture to give the program a larger s-hare of the exportable supply 

of agricultural commodities. lde suggested, however: that Congress might 

wish to consider whether broader Legislation was needed to free the program 

from dependence on residual commodity availability. 

It is interesting to note t’hat the International Development and Food 

Asssfstaace Act, Public L&W 94-LGl, (Dec. 20, 1975j, recog\lized the need 

to ensure a more stabLe supply for the overseas fo,-d donation program. 

The Act provides that a minimum al:dntity of 1.3 nLlLion tons of agricultural 

commodifres shz11. be made available for the ove.rseas donation program 



before any ccmqodities are provided under the. ccncessionsh sa3.e~ progrzm. 
/ 

Thus5 the Act does not go so far as to place the donation program O’EI an 

equal footing with coflmercial exporizs- ht it does give 13% prcgrx~ a 

higher priority- 

After studying the adequacy of U.S. food donations, WC turned our 

attention to the effect of such donations OP, rccip!.er,: coun+,rtcs, 3-z 

April 19’76, k-e reported to the Chairman, Special Subcomn?ittee on 

hVe.=tig2tiouS, House Committee on International Relations, on zhe ?npac.t 

of U.S. developmer;t and focd aid in selected developing countries. 

Our report resulted from a brief study of the ixpsct of Public LAW 

480 and developmept programs iu the Philippines, Xndia, Korea and Chile. 

tde observed Lr!dt: 

--The P;;ency for Internat%onab Development had refocused its 
devalop,aent assistance programs to reach poor people more 
directly than the older form of assistance, which helped 
people through “trickle dawn” aid. 

--The Title LX, FuSLic Law 480, food donation progrim was 
providing nutritive assistance and was reaching Large 
numbers of poor peopl.e in the tlxee countries with 
ongoing programs. 

--Except for certain indirEct a4d, it was difficult to say 
that the Title I, Public Law 489, concessional sales program 
was helping the poor. 

THE UNITED STATES” RGLE * - 

Because of its agricultural and technical. I-now-hoxJi, the United 

states remaFns in ‘a position to exercise leadership fn the fight ngsinst 

world hunger, Through its coxxercial exports, food z.-; d programs? country- 

to-country bilateral assistance, and parc4cipation iu rnult~lateral orT;ini- 

zations, the United States has done much to help. In f.xt, i”L has done 

so much to help that SOYW critics ‘b2arze the Uri ted States for “dumping” 

its focd surpluses abroad and thereby discouraging food-deficit countries 

from producing a greater share of their owr~ food. 






